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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Sharon Spence appeal s her conviction for making a fal se statement

to United States Customs Officersin violation of 18 U.S.C.A. § 1001
(West Supp. 1999). Spencefirst claimsthat the district court erred in
denying her mation to suppress approximately $23,306 in United
States currency that was recovered from her purse by a customs offi-
cer. Specifically, she asserts the search of her purse exceeded the stat-
utory and congtitutional limits for searches by government agents. See
U.S. Consgt. amend. 1V; 31 U.S.C. § 5317(b) (1994). We disagree.
Constitutiona principles are not offended by routine warrantless
searches that occur at the functional equivalent of national borders.
See Almeida-Sanchez v. United States, 413 U.S. 266, 272-73 (1973).
Permissible searches include those removed in time and space from
the actual border. See United States v. Berisha, 925 F.2d 791, 794
(5th Cir. 1991); see aso United Statesv. Harper, 617 F.2d 35, 37 n.2
(4th Cir. 1980). Searches of luggage and personal effects are alawful
part of aroutine border search. See United States v. Johnson, 991 F.2d
1287, 1291-92 (7th Cir. 1993); see generally California Bankers
Assn v. Schultz, 416 U.S. 21, 63 (1974) (dicta); United Statesv.
Oriakhi, 57 F.3d 1290, 1294-97 (4th Cir. 1995). Accordingly, the dis-
trict court did not err in denying Spence's motion to suppress.

Spence next claims that the district court erred in deciding her

motion without an evidentiary hearing. We review this claim for an
abuse of discretion. See generally United States v. Smith, 62 F.3d 641,
651 (4th Cir. 1995). Our review of the record discloses that no mate-
rial factswere in dispute. Although Spence challenged the conclu-
sions of law that were drawn from those facts by the Government and
the district court, there was no disputed fact requiring an evidentiary
hearing.

Accordingly, we affirm Spence's conviction. We dispense with
oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately
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presented in the materials before the court and argument would not
aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



